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DETAILED ACTION 

Election/Restrictions 

1 . Newly submitted claims 28-42 directed to an invention that is independent or distinct 
from the invention originally claimed for the following reasons: Newly presented claims 28-42 
introduce a subcombination of a plurality of IDE devices in a housing, a circuit board with 
connectors for coupling the IDE storage devices and USB controller, IDE devices and USB 
controller connected without cables, housing comprising a rack for supporting packs of IDE 
storage devices and polling and not polling by the USB controller. This subcombination has a 
separate utility such as server racks. 

Since applicant has received an action on the merits for the originally presented 
invention, this invention has been constructively elected by original presentation for prosecution 
on the merits. Accordingly, claims 28-42 withdrawn from consideration as being directed to a 
non-elected invention. See 37 CFR 1.142(b) and MPEP § 821.03. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1 . This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 

claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 

claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 

evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out 

the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
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invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

2. 1-2, 10-11, and 18-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Jacobs(788), in view of what is well known in the art, as exemplified by Burke et al.('478). 

3. Regarding claim 1, Jacobs discloses a USB system for data communication between a 
processor and IDE devices, comprising: a plurality of IDE devices(Column 5; Lines 29-33); a 
USB-to-IDE bridge(Figure 5, 156), wherein the IDE devices are connected to the USB-to-IDE 
bridge; and a USB controller(Figure 5, 130; It is inherent the host has a USB controller), wherein 
the USB-to-IDE bridge is connected to the USB controller, whereby the processor can 
communicate with the IDE devices via the USB controller. 

Jacobs does not specifically disclose a plurality of USB-to-IDE bridges, wherein each 
IDE device is connected to a respective USB-to-IDE bridge. However, OFFICIAL NOTICE is 
being taken that using multiple bridges is well known in that art to increase the number of 
devices connected. Further, as evidence, Burke discloses multiple bridges to connect multiple 
devices(Figure 1). Therefore, it would have been obvious to use a plurality of USB-to-IDE 
bridges in the system of Jacobs since this would allow more IDE devices to be connected in 
Jacobs' USB system. Therefore claim 1 is rejected. 

4. Regarding claim 2, Jacobs discloses a system, wherein at least one of the IDE devices 
comprises a hard disk drive(Column 3, Lines 55-57). 

5. Regarding claim 10, Jacobs discloses a method for connecting multiple IDE devices to a 
processor for data communication(Column 5; Lines 29-33), comprising the steps of: providing a 
USB-to-IDE bridge(Figure 5, 156); connecting the IDE device to the USB-to-IDE bridge; 
providing a USB controller(Figure 5, 130; It is inherent the host has a USB controller); and 
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connecting the USB-to-IDE bridge to the USB controller, whereby the processor can 
communicate with the IDE devices via the USB controller. 

Jacobs 1 does not specifically disclose a plurality of USB-to-IDE bridges, wherein each 
IDE device is connected to a respective USB-to-IDE bridge. However, OFFICIAL NOTICE is 
being taken that using multiple bridges is well known in that art to increase the number of 
devices connected. Further, as evidence, Burke et al.('478) discloses multiple bridges to 
connect multiple devices(Figure 1). Therefore, it would have been obvious to use a plurality of 
USB-to-IDE bridges in the system of Jacobs since this would allow more IDE devices to be 
connected in Jacobs' USB system. Therefore claim 10 is rejected. 

6. Regarding claim 11, Jacobs discloses a method, wherein at least one of the IDE devices 
comprises a hard disk drive(Column 3, Lines 55-57). 

7. Regarding claim 18, Jacobs discloses a data storage system, comprising: a plurality of 
IDE storage devices(Column 5; Lines 29-33); a USB-to-IDE bridge(Figure 5, 156), wherein each 
IDE storage device is connected to the USB-to-IDE bridge; and a USB controller(Figure 5, 130; 
It is inherent the host has a USB controller), wherein the USB-to-IDE bridge is connected to the 
USB controller, whereby a processor can communicate with the IDE storage devices via the 
USB controller. 

Jacobs does not specifically disclose a plurality of USB-to-IDE bridges, wherein each 
IDE device is connected to a respective USB-to-IDE bridge. However, OFFICIAL NOTICE is 
being taken that using multiple bridges is well known in that art to increase the number of 
devices connected. Further, as evidence, Burke et aL('478) discloses multiple bridges to 
connect multiple devices(Figure 1). Therefore, it would have been obvious to use a plurality of 
USB-to-IDE bridges in the system of Jacobs since this would allow more IDE devices to be 
connected in Jacobs' USB system. Therefore claim 18 is rejected. 
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8. Regarding claim 19, Jacobs discloses a data storage system, further comprising a 
carrier for each IDE data storage device, such that each IDE disk drive and corresponding USB- 
to-IDE bridge are stored in the respective carrier(Figure 6, 160). 

9. Claims 3, 7, 15, and 22-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Jacobs in view of the USB Specification 2.0. 

10. Regarding claim 3, Jacobs does not specifically disclose a system, further comprising 
one or more USB hubs, each USB hub connected between two or more USB-to-IDE bridges 
and a USB controller. However the USB specification discloses a system further comprising one 
or more USB hubs(Section 4.8.2.1; Figure 4-4). Therefore, it would have been obvious to use 
multiple hubs, as disclosed in the USB specification, in the system of Jacobs, since this would 
increase the number of available ports to be used by devices. 

11 . Regarding claim 7, Jacobs does not specifically disclose a system, further comprising at 
least one USB hub connected between a number of the USB-to-IDE bridges and one of the 
USB controllers. However the USB specification discloses a system further comprising one or 
more USB hubs(Section 4.8.2.1; Figure 4-4). Therefore, it would have been obvious to use 
multiple hubs, as disclosed in the USB specification, in the system of Jacobs, since this would 
increase the number of available ports to be used by devices. 

12. Regarding claim 15, Jacobs does not specifically disclose a method further comprising 
the steps of: providing at least one USB hub; connecting each hub to a USB controller; and 
connecting two or more USB-to-IDE controllers to each hub, such that each hub is connected 
between a USB controller and two or more USB-to-IDE controllers. However the USB 
specification discloses a system further comprising one or more USB hubs(Section 4.8.2.1; 
Figure 4-4). Therefore, it would have been obvious to use multiple hubs, as disclosed in the 
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USB specification, in the system of Jacobs, since this would increase the number of available 
ports to be used by devices. 

13. Regarding claim 22, Jacobs does not specifically disclose a system, further comprising 
at least one USB hub connected between a number of the USB-to-IDE bridges and the USB 
controller. However the USB specification discloses a system further comprising one or more 
USB hubs(Section 4.8.2.1; Figure 4-4). Therefore, it would have been obvious to use multiple 
hubs, as disclosed in the USB specification, in the system of Jacobs, since this would increase 
the number of available ports to be used by devices. 

14. Regarding claim 23, Jacobs does not specifically disclose a system, further comprising 
one or more USB hubs, each USB hub connected between two or more USB-to-IDE bridges 
and the USB controller. However the USB specification discloses a system further comprising 
one or more USB hubs(Section 4.8.2.1; Figure 4-4). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
use multiple hubs, as disclosed in the USB specification, in the system of Jacobs, since this 
would increase the number of available ports to be used by devices. 

15. Claims 4-6, 9, 12-14, and 20-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Jacobs in view Huang et al.('134), hereinafter referred to as Huang. 

16. Regarding claim 4, Jacobs discloses using a USB plug and play connection to access an 
ATA device(Column 3, Line 55). Jacobs does not specifically disclose a system, wherein each 
IDE device can be utilized in hot plugging. However, Huang discloses a system where a device 
can be utilized in hot plugging(Column 3, Lines 1-3). Therefore it would have been obvious to 
use Huang's system of hot plugging in the system of Jacobs, since this would allow devices to 
be connected and disconnected without turning off the system. 

17. Regarding claim 5, Jacobs discloses using a USB plug and play connection to access an 
ATA device(Column 3, Line 55). Jacobs does not specifically disclose a system, wherein one or 
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more IDE devices can be connected/disconnected to/from the system while the system is 
operating. However, Huang discloses a system, wherein a device can be 
connected/disconnected to/from the system while the system is operating(Column 3, Lines 1-3, 
31-34). Therefore it would have been obvious to use Huang's system of hot plugging in the 
system of Jacobs, since this would allow devices to be connected and disconnected without 
turning off the system. 

18. Regarding claim 6, Jacobs discloses using a USB plug and play connection to access an 
ATA device(Column 3, Line 55). Jacobs does not specifically disclose a system, wherein at 
least a third IDE device coupled to a corresponding USB-to-IDE bridge can be connected to the 
USB controller while the system is operating. However, Huang discloses a system, wherein a 
device coupled to a corresponding bridge can be connected/disconnected to/from the USB 
controller while the system is operating (Column 3, Lines 1-3, 31-34). Therefore it would have 
been obvious to use Huang's system of hot plugging in the system of Jacobs, since this would 
allow devices to be connected and disconnected without turning off the system. 

19. Regarding claim 9, Jacobs discloses using a USB plug and play connection to access an 
ATA device(Column 3, Line 55). Jacobs does not specifically disclose a system, wherein at 
least one additional IDE device coupled to a corresponding USB-to-IDE bridge can be 
connected to the USB hub while the system is operating. However, Huang discloses a system, 
wherein a device coupled to a corresponding bridge can be connected to the USB hub while the 
system is operating (Column 3, Lines 1-3). Therefore it would have been obvious to use 
Huang's system of hot plugging in the system of Jacobs, since this would allow devices to be 
connected and disconnected without turning off the system. 

20. Regarding claim 12, Jacobs discloses using a USB plug and play connection to access 
an ATA device(Column 3, Line 55). Jacobs does not specifically disclose a method, further 
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comprising the steps of hot plugging/unplugging one or more IDE devices to/from the USB-to- 
IDE bridges. However, Huang discloses a method where a device can be utilized in hot 
plugging/unplugging(Column 3, Lines 1-3, 31-34). Therefore it would have been obvious to use 
Huang's method of hot plugging in the system of Jacobs, since this would allow devices to be 
connected and disconnected without turning off the system. 

21. Regarding claim 13, Jacobs discloses using a USB plug and play connection to access 
an ATA device(Column 3, Line 55). Jacobs does not specifically disclose a method, wherein 
one or more IDE devices can be connected/disconnected to/from the system while the system is 
operating. However, Huang discloses a method, wherein a device can be 
connected/disconnected to/from the system while the system is operating(Column 3, Lines 1-3, 
31-34). Therefore it would have been obvious to use Huang's method of hot plugging in the 
system of Jacobs, since this would allow devices to be connected and disconnected without 
turning off the system. 

22. Regarding claim 14, Jacobs discloses using a USB plug and play connection to access 
an ATA device(Column 3, Line 55). Jacobs does not specifically disclose a method, wherein at 
least a third IDE device coupled to a corresponding USB-to-IDE bridge can be 
connected/disconnected to/from the USB controller while the system is operating. However, 
Huang discloses a method, wherein a device coupled to a corresponding bridge can be 
connected/disconnected to/from the USB controller while the system is operating (Column 3, 
Lines 1-3, 31-34). Therefore it would have been obvious to use Huang's system of hot plugging 
in the system of Jacobs, since this would allow devices to be connected and disconnected 
without turning off the system. 

23. Regarding claim 20, Jacobs discloses using a USB plug and play connection to access 
an ATA device(Column 3, Line 55). Jacobs does not specifically disclose a system, wherein one 
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or more IDE devices can be disconnected from the system while the system is operating. 
However, Huang discloses a system, wherein a device can be disconnected from the system 
while the system is operating(Column 3, Lines 31-34). Therefore it would have been obvious to 
use Huang's system of hot plugging in the system of Jacobs, since this would allow devices to 
be connected and disconnected without turning off the system. 

24. Regarding claim 21 , Jacobs discloses using a USB plug and play connection to access 
an ATA device(Column 3, Line 55). Jacobs does not specifically disclose a system, wherein at 
least a third IDE device coupled to a corresponding USB-to-IDE bridge can be connected to the 
USB hub while the system is operating. However, Huang discloses a system, wherein a device 
coupled to a corresponding bridge can be connected to the USB hub while the system is 
operating (Column 3, Lines 1-3). Therefore it would have been obvious to use Huang's system 
of hot plugging in the system of Jacobs, since this would allow devices to be connected and 
disconnected without turning off the system. 

25. Claims 8, 16-17, and 24-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Jacobs in view of the USB Specification 2.0, and in further view of Huang. 

26. Regarding claim 8, Jacobs discloses a device being plug and play(Column 3, Line 55). 
Jacobs does not specifically disclose a system, wherein one or more IDE devices can be 
disconnected from the system while the system is operating. However, Huang discloses a 
system, wherein a device can be disconnected from the system while the system is 
operating(Column 3, Lines 31-34). Therefore it would have been obvious to use Huang's system 
of hot plugging in the system of Jacobs, since this would allow devices to be connected and 
disconnected without turning off the system. 

27. Regarding claim 16, Jacobs discloses a device being plug and play(Column 3, Line 55). 
Jacobs does not specifically disclose a method, further comprising the steps of disconnecting 
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one or more of the IDE devices from the system while the system is operating. However, Huang 
discloses a method, wherein a device can be disconnected from the system while the system is 
operating(Column 3, Lines 31-34). Therefore it would have been obvious to use Huang's system 
of hot plugging in the system of Jacobs, since this would allow devices to be connected and 
disconnected without turning off the system. 

28. Regarding claim 17, Jacobs discloses a device being plug and play(Column 3, Line 55). 
Jacobs does not specifically disclose a method, further comprising the steps of connecting at 
least one additional IDE device coupled to a corresponding USB-to-IDE bridge, to one of the 
hubs while the system is operating. Huang discloses a method, further comprising the steps of 
connecting at least one additional IDE device coupled to a corresponding USB-to-IDE bridge, to 
one of the hubs while the system is operating(Column 3, Lines 1-3). Therefore it would have 
been obvious to use Huang's system of hot plugging in the system of Jacobs, since this would 
allow devices to be connected and disconnected without turning off the system. 

29. Regarding claim 24, Jacobs discloses a device being plug and play(Column 3, Line 55). 
Jacobs does not specifically disclose a system, wherein one or more IDE devices can be 
disconnected from the system while the system is operating. However, Huang discloses a 
system, wherein a device can be disconnected from the system while the system is 
operating(Column 3, Lines 31-34). Therefore it would have been obvious to use Huang's system 
of hot plugging in the system of Jacobs, since this would allow devices to be connected and 
disconnected without turning off the system. 

30. Regarding claim 25, Jacobs discloses a device being plug and play(Column 3, Line 55). 
Jacobs does not specifically disclose a system, wherein at least one additional IDE storage 
device coupled to a corresponding USB-to-IDE bridge, can be connected to one of the hubs 
while the system is operating. Huang discloses a system wherein a device coupled to a 
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corresponding bridge, can be connected to one of the hubs while the system is 
operating(Column 3, Lines 1-3). Therefore it would have been obvious to use Huang's system of 
hot plugging in the system of Jacobs, since this would allow devices to be connected and 
disconnected without turning off the system. 

31. Regarding claim 26, Jacobs discloses a device being plug and play(Column 3, Line 55). 
Jacobs does not specifically disclose a system, wherein at least one additional IDE storage 
device coupled to a corresponding USB-to-IDE bridge and associated hub, can be connected to 
the USB controller while the system is operating. Huang discloses a system, wherein a storage 
device coupled to a corresponding bridge and associated hub, can be connected to the USB 
controller while the system is operating (Column 3, Lines 1-3). Therefore it would have been 
obvious to use Huang's system of hot plugging in the system of Jacobs, since this would allow 
devices to be connected and disconnected without turning off the system. 

32. Regarding claim 27, Jacobs discloses a device being plug and play(Column 3, Line 55). 
Jacobs does not specifically disclose a system, wherein at least one IDE storage device 
coupled to a corresponding USB-to-IDE bridge and associated hub, can be disconnected from 
the USB controller while the system is operating. Huang discloses a system, wherein a device 
coupled to a corresponding bridge and associated hub, can be disconnected to the USB 
controller while the system is operating(Column 3, Lines 31-34). Therefore it would have been 
obvious to use Huang's system of hot plugging in the system of Jacobs, since this would allow 
devices to be connected and disconnected without turning off the system. 

Response to Arguments 

33. Applicant's arguments filed September 20, 2004 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 
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34. In response to applicant's argument that plurality of USB-to-IDE bridges is not present in 
the prior art, examiner admits that Jacobs does not disclose a plurality of IDE-to-USB bridges. 
However, Official Notice was taken in the previous office action stating that using multiple 
bridges is well known in that art to increase the number of devices connected. Further, as 
evidence, Burke discloses multiple bridges to connect multiple devices(Figure 1). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to use a plurality of USB-to-IDE bridges in the system of Jacobs since 
this would allow more IDE devices to be connected in Jacobs* USB system. 

35. In response to applicant's argument that the prior art only shows a host and not a USB 
controller, it is inherent a USB controller is present in a host computer of a USB system. As 
further evidence, Jacobs discloses the host as having a USB controller(Column 3, Line 13) 

36. In response to applicant's argument that a combination of Jacobs and Huang is no- 
functional, the test for obviousness is not whether the features of a secondary reference may be 
bodiiy incorporated into the structure of the primary reference; nor is it that the claimed invention 
must be expressly suggested in any one or all of the references. Rather, the test is what the 
combined teachings of the references would have suggested to those of ordinary skill in the art. 
See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981). Further, Huang discloses a 
converter that enables a non PnP, i.e. an ATA device, to have a hot PnP function on the 
system(Column, 3, Lines 17-18). 

37. In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining or 
modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some 
teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in the 
knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 
5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 
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1992). In this case, the motivation to combine Jacobs with Huang is to be able to plug and 
unplug devices without shutting down the system, a concept well known in the art. Also, the 
motivation of utilizing a USB hub as stated in the USB specification is that a hub is a key 
element in the plug-and-play architecture of the USB since hubs serve to simplify USB 
connectivity and provide robustness at relatively low cost and complexity(USB Specification 2.0, 
Page 22, Section 4.8.2.1). 

38. In response to the argument that only 2 devices can be connected, Official Notice was 
taken in previous action that the use of multiple bridges are well known in the art, which would 
be coupled with additional devices. Therefore more than 2 devices would be connected in the 
system. 

Conclusion 

39. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as 
set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date 
of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Nimesh G Patel whose telephone number is 571-272-3640. The examiner 
can normally be reached on M-F, 8:30-6:00. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mark H Rinehart can be reached on 571-272-3632. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Nimesh G Patel 
Examiner 
Art Unit 21 12 
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December 16, 2004 
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